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government toward the 
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The A t t i t u d e of the E n g l i s h Government Toward the 
Monroe Doctrine. 
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Tfte a t t i t u d e of the E n g l i s h government toward the 
flfonroe Doctrine i s very d i f f i c u l t to determine, F i r s t -
because the E n g l i s h government i s not always consistent «Fffc. 
i t s e l f on account of the frequent changes i n the domin-
ance of the p o l i t i c a l p a r t i e s c o n t r o l l i n g the government. 
Again, because of s i m i l a r changes i n American p o l i t i c a l 
dominance ;different theories have been advanced under the 
name of Monroe Doctrine. In the minds of the American 
people t h i s doctrine i s very vagu/e and i l l - e s t a b l i s h e d 
and there i s a great divergence of opinion as to what 
should be included under the term. There seems to be a 
kind of evolutionary process going on i n the statement-of 
our proper a t t i t u d e toward the other American s t a t e s . 
This development has been necessary to popularize the 
claims under consideration, each respective statesman 
taking advantage of the p o p u l a r i t y of the Monroe Doctrine 
i n order to get h i s p o s i t i o n endorsed by the people and 
to declare to the world that he i s not promulgating any 
new d o c t r i n e . I t i s much easier to add to a theory a l -
ready made popular than to promulgate something e n t i r e l y 
new. The people are slow to make d i s t i n c t i o n s . I f we 
would take the Monroe Doctrine of Monroe i t would not be 
d i f f i c u l t to shew the development of E n g l i s h thot toward 
our c l a i m f o r American independence. But as i t i s , 
E n g l i s h statesmen have often declared t h e i r unreserved 
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acceptance of the Monroe Doctrine of Monroe/"but contrast 
that with the questions under discussion i n order to 
oppose the claim of that p a r t i c u l a r American statesman. 
For example^rWashington and Jefferson opposed''entangling 
European Alliances 1/ Monroe added to that by guaranteeing 
the independence of the Spanish American states and by de-
c l a r i n g the American continent no longer subject to c o l o -
n i z a t i o n . Polk advised annexing Yucatan i n order to pre-
vent some state of Europe doing the same thing. 
None of these had declared the supremacy of the 
United States oyer t e r r i t o r y i n Central or South America* 
Pierce and Buchanan were w i l l i n g that America and Eng-
land should divide honors and remain equal i n the Central 
Americsm country, each one agreeing not to colonize, 
f o r t i f y , e t c . any part of Central America. Secretary 
Blaine went a step farther and declared that American 
in t e r e s t s were paramount i n Central America and the 
United States ought to have exclusive control of any 
canal across the ishthmus. Several times i n s t a t i n g the 
Monroe Doctrine the declaration was made that there was 
no i n t e n t i o n to i n t e r f e r e with any colony already held by 
any European State^but Secretary Olney went further and 
said/ , fAmerican questions are f o r American dedisions- no 
European power has the righ t to i n t e r f e r e f o r c i b l y i n the 
a f f a i r s of the continent or to seek t e r r i t o r i a l extension 
at the expense of any e x i s t i n g American stat e , that the 
United States owing to i t s superior s i z e and power i s the . 
protector and champion of a l l other American nations and 
i t has the r i g h t and duty to i n t e r f e r e i n a l l t e r r i t o r i a l 
disputes i n the Western Hemisphere whether such disputes 
d i r e c t l y a f f e c t i t s i n t e r e s t s or not. The permanent 
p o l i t i c a l union "between a European and an American 3tate 
i s unnatural and inexpedient." Surely t h i s i s a much 
"broader statement of Doctrine than that -of },fonroe and we 
should not "be surprised to f i n d a" European nation admit-
t i n g the one and objecting very strenuously to the other. 
/-
"During the period that has elapsed since the message of 
Pres^ltonroe was d e l i v e r e d i n 1823 the Doctrine has under-
gome a very noted development and the aspect which i t now 
presents i n the hands of Mr. Olney d i f f e r s widely from i t s 
character when i t f i r s t issued from the pen of i t s authorlf 
Comparing the stateme nts of the p o s i t i o n s held "by our 
statesmen since 1820 we f i n d that c e r t a i n p r i n c i p l e s have 
"toeen held hy a l l . That part which has to do with our d i s -
cussion contains these p r i n c i p a l f e a t u r e s : - fiirstljron-
i n t e r v e n t i o n of European powers i n Spanish American inde-
pendence. Second-The f a c t that there i s no longer any 
t e r r i t o r y i n the Americas open f o r c o l o n i z a t i o n "by any 
European power. A t h i r d has "been added Since 1850, the 
recogn i t i o n of America as the leading power i n the Western 
Hemisphere. ^'In the discussions to which t h e i r i n t e r e s t 
has given r i s e and i n the arrangement by which they may 
terminate, the occasion has "been judged proper f o r assert-
ing as a p r i n c i p l e i n which the r i g h t s and i n t e r e s t s of 
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the United States are involved that the American C o n t i -
nents "by the free and independent c o n d i t i o n which they 
have assumed and maintain are henceforth not to be con-
sidered as subjects f o r f u t u r e c o l o n i z a t i o n by any 
European powers." This Doctrine might have been c a l l e d 
Washington*s Doctrine or Cleveland's or almost any other 
American statesman's doctrine as w e l l as Monroe's, and i f 
Monroe had never lived''President Cleveland or Roosevelt 
•iould have found almost as much j u s t i f i c a t i o n i n u t t e r -
ances by former American Statesmen. I t might b e t t e r be 
c a l l e d the American Doctrine and has been so designated 
by many statesmen and has come to im an that American 
questions are to be s e t t l e d by American statesmen^whether 
those questions be^the c o n t r o l of American c o l o n i z a t i o n 
or some other question of American i n t e r e s t . 
The occasion f o r the d e c l a r a t i o n of the Monroe Doc-
t r i n e arose out the A t t i t u d e of Spain and some other 
European powers toward Spanish America.^en Napoleon had 
become dominant i n Spain and had placed h i s brother upon 
the Spanish throne^ "the Spanish American colonies r e -
fused to recognize the new government or to be bound by 
the old commercial r e g u l a t i o n s which required high import 
du t i e s . They threw t h e i r ports open to E n g l i s h and Amer-
ican commerce. The E n g l i s h e s p e c i a l l y developed a l u c r a -
t i v e business. This / England was permitted to r e t a i n when 
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peace was declared and the colonies were brought hack 
under the mother government. But the colonies had had a 
taste of independence; the yoke of the Spanish government 
was g a l l i n g , so i n 1817-18 they declared themselves inde-
pendent and established republican governments. The 
Spanish government joined the Holy A l l i a n c e hoping "by i t s 
help to win back her colonies. I t was thot i n England 
that Spain would be w i l l i n g to give to Prance or Russia 
some t e r r i t o r y i n America i n order to get help to conquer 
the rest of her colonies; t h i s would r e s t r i c t England fs 
commercial intercourse with South America. ^"The B r i t i s h 
government absolutely disclaimed, not only any deaire of 
appropriating to i t s e l f any portion of the Spanish c o l -
onies, but any intention of forming any p o l i t i c a l connec-
tion with them beyond that of amity and commercial i n t e r -
course. England would be contented to see the mother 
country(Spain) i n possession of an exclusive preference 
and to be ranked a f t e r her equally with others on the . 
footing of the most favored nation." The attempt on the 
part of the A l l i e s of the Holy A l l i a n c e to suppress repre-
sentative government wherever found compelled England, the 
only representative government of any consequence i n 
Europe, to seek a l l i e s of representative governments i n 
America. In Rush fs l e t t e r to Adams he says: 0I believe 
that t h i s government has the subject of Canning's propo-
s i t i o n much at heart and c e r t a i n l y his note bears upon the 
-face of i t a character of earnestness as well as c o r d i a l -
itytoward the government of the United Stftes which cannot 
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escape notice> With England, commercial supremacy i s 
v i t a l to her existence. Anything that s t r i k e s at her 
commercialism i s watched very closely* 1 tTheir(the Britisft. 
sympathies were with the Holy A l l i e s and i t was only the 
neces s i t i e s of t h e i r commerce and revenue with the pres-
sure of t h e i r debts and taxes which compelled them to side 
with South American independence f o r the sake of South 
American trade. Canning was i f r a i d also that i t might be 
d i f f i c u l t to c o l l e c t debts due to English merchants with-
out the backing of Spain. (Canning to Rush) "Suppose the 
recognition to have been made by great B r i t a i n some time 
ago and the loan to have followed, would not the duty of 
countenance and protection have attached, and might not 
t h i s serve to portray the hazard of coming too h a s t i l y i n -
to p o l i t i c a l r e l ations with new and distant states whose 
c r e d i t , whose resources i n t h e i r transactions with the 
subjects of other nations, did not yet appear to rest on 
any stable or adequate foundation? 1 1 Canning i n rejfort to 
France s a i d that England would recognize the independence 
of Spanish America i n case France should employ force i n 
aid tp t h e i r subjugation, or second, i n case Spain her-
s e l f k r e v e r t i n g to her ancient c o l o n i a l system should at-
tempt to put a stop to the trade of B r i t a i n with those 
colonies. In case of any attempt on the part of Spain to 
revive the obsolete i n t e r d i c t i o n of intercourse with 
countries over which she had no longer any actual domin-
ion or i n case of the employment of anjr foreign assistance 
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to r e e s t a b l i s h her dominions i n those countries by f o r c e 
of arms, the recognition of such new states by h i s majesty 
would be decided and immediate. 
President Monroe touched a responsive note i n Canning?^ 
p o l i t i c s when he wrote, " I t i s impossible that the a l l i e d 
powers should extend t h e i r p o l i t i c a l system to any p o r t i o n 
of e i t h e r continent without endangering our peace and 
happiness, nor can any o&e bel i e v e that our Southern 
brethren, i f l e f t to themselves would adopt i t of t h e i r 
own accord. I t i s equally impossible, therefore, that we 
should hold such i n t e r p o s i t i o n i n any form with i n d i f f e r * * 
ence. I f we look to the comparative strength and r e -
sources of Spain and those new governments, and t h e i r 
distance from each other i t must be obvious that she can 
never subdue them. I t is s t i l l the true p o l i c y of the 
United States to leave the p a r t i e s to themselves i n the 
hope that other powers w i l l pursue the same course^ 1 1 
Canning had used a l l h i s powers of persuasion to get 
an a l l i a n c e with the Unite* States i n order to prevent the 
a l l i e s from conquering and g e t t i n g commercial or t e r r i t o r -
i a l concessions i n South America but did not want to do 
as the United States had done(recognize the independence 
of these states) f o r f e a r of l o s i n g her influence w ith 
Spain, but under no other co n d i t i o n would our representa-
t i v e i n London, Mr. Rush, agree to an a l l i a n c e . 
/fanning was a f r a i d that France might get a commercial 
foo t h o l d i n South America and sent a dispatch to the 
8. 
Frenclifytinister i n which he spoke of rec o g n i t i o n of the 
colonies as a matter to he determined by time and circum-
stances and disclaimed a l l designs on the part of the 
B r i t i s h government on the l a t e Spanish provinces. Rush 
sa i d he understood the import of t h i s note to be that 
England would not remain passive to any attempt on the 
part of France to acquire t e r r i t o r y i n Spanish America.. 
England conceived first,>phe recovery of the colonies by 
Spain to be hopeless,Second, That the question of t h e i r 
r e c o g n i t i o n as independent s t a t e s was one of time and c i r -
cumstances, T h i r d , That England was not disposed, however, 
to throw any impediment i n the was»- of an arrangement be-
tween colonies and mother country by amicable negotiation, 
Fourth, JChat she aacaimed at the possession of no p o r t i o n 
of the country h e r s e l f , E ifth,That she could not see the 
t r a n s f e r of any p o r t i o n of them to any other power with 
i n d i f f e r e n c e . 
How much these pr o p o s i t i o n s resemble the d e c l a r a t i o n s 
of Monroe J So we could expect that t h i s p a r t of the 
Monroe Doctrine would be w e l l received i n England. While 
(Canning and Monroe acted independently of each other the 
expression that each gave to the views of h i s government 
were no doubt rendered more emphatic and of more e f f e c t 
by the knowledge of the other government's a t t i t u d e i n 
the matter. 
Monroe had prepared h i s remarkable document w i t h much 
care knowing that i t wuuld be read and pondered by every 
of l o s i n g her American possessions unless the Monroe 
Doctrine protects them. I t i s e s s e n t i a l to the best 
i n t e r e s t s of Great B r i t a i n thai; she maintain a close, 
a l l i a n c e w i th the United States and a recognition of the 
Monroe Doctrine. Her a t t i t u d e toward the United States 
since 1896 indi c a t e s that England has recognized that 
f a c t . 
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and could not 'consent to see i t s increase unobstructed, 
t h i s thought i s prominent i n a l e t t e r from Liverpool to 
Wellington:" I f we allow these new states to consolidate 
t h e i r system and t h e i r p o l i c y with the United States of 
America i t w i l l i n a fdw years prove f a t a l to our great-
ness i f not endanger our safety.* The E n g l i s h government 
never accepted the second declaration u n t i l the contro-
versy arose i n f96 over the Venezuelan boundary a f f a i r . 
Gradually the English government thro the influence of 
Canning recognized the independence of the South American 
states. 
While Canning 1s p o l i c y toward the United States was xb 
not very successful^England r e j o i c e d i n her v i c t o r y over 
Europe because she was able to xrae the South American 
states from the clutches of the Holy A l l i a n c e . I t was a 
part of Canning*s scheme to break up the Holy A l l i a n c e 
and e s t a b l i s h the p o l i c y of n o n - i n t e r f e r e n c d , c r o w n i n g 
triumph of which was seen i n the a f f a i r s of Belgium and 
Holland. I f Canning had thot i t possible to secure h i s 
point without giving the United States an apportunity 
to cleclure h e r s e l f the f i r s t state in America he would 
surely have done so, but i t was at a time when England did 
not dare to contradic* heir. Canning 1 s l a s t aim was 
p o l i t i c a l ; t o l i m i t the influence of the United.States; to 
prevent the designs of the Holy A l l i a n c e ; and to make the 
Republics and Monarchies of South America look to England 
for guidance. ^ '6 , ̂  _ 
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The E n g l i s h had claimed a port in Southern Mexico 
c a l l e d B a l i z e or B r i t i s h Honduras since "before the tre a t y 
of 1763 and that claim was recognized by Spain to be more 
or less v a l i d . The Province was f i n a l l y recognized by 
Mexico i n 1826 as belonging to Great B r i t a i n . HP 1840 
there was much t a l i : of a canal thro Central America. The 
canal would be of more use to Great B r i t a i n than to any 
other country except the UnitedStates and Mexico. Wishing 
to get con t r o l of one end of one of the f e a s i b l e ways^ 
England sent a ship of war i n 1841 to San Juan del Norte 
at the mouth of the San Juan r i v e r i n Nicaragua. BUchanan 
said of i t : " The objedt of Great B r i t a i n i n t h i s seizure 
i s evident from the p o l i c y which she has uniformly pursued 
throughout her h i s t o r y of s e i z i n g upon every a v a i l a b l e 
commercial point i n the world whenever circumstances have 
p l a c e * i t in her power." I t was convenient to declare a 
protectorate over the Mosquito Indian t r i b e along the 
coast pf Nicaragua. The Nicaraguans were driven away and 
the name changed from San Juan to Greytwn. This coast 
had been claimed by England at an e a r l i e r date and had 
been given up along with the Bay Islands only on the i n -
sistance of Spain* I t was opportune to renew these claims 
given up under pressure now that the pressure was no 
longer applied. Actual occupancy was not made u n t i l 1848. 
The move was made i n the name of the Mosquito King, two 
Engli s h war vessels entering (gfreytown harbor tore down 
the Micaraguan f l a g , h o i s t < ^ that of the Mosquitia i n i t s 
place and assumed the reins of government. A l l o f f i c e s 
were f i l l e d with Englishman and Jamaican p o l i c e force 
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p a t r o l l e d the town. Tlie inhabitants of B a l i z e who had 
exceeddd the established l i m i t by more than f o r t y - f i v e 
leagues founded t h e i r pretention^upon the circumstances 
of ih e i r having occupied the lands i n controversy p r i o r 
to the independence of Central America. But persistence 
i n such a v i o l a t i o n ot e x i s t i n g treaties,despite the 
earnest and repeated remonstrances of the Spanish author-
i t i e s tcannot give to B a l i z e a l a w f u l r i g h t to consider ±& 
that as her own which she has i n fact usurped. 
In 1848 the United States, having acquired C a l i f o r n i a , 
r e a l i z e d that the Canal would be of as much interest to 
her as to any nation, and began negotiating with Great 
B r i t a i n f o r an equal share with Great B r i t a i n i n any 
Canal that might be b u i l t . These negotiations ended i n 
the Clayton-Bulwer t r e a t y . A part of the f i r s t AxJfccJbslBDc 
A r t i c l e of the treaty reads:"The governments of the 
United States and Great B r i t a i n hereby declare that neither 
the one nor the other w i l l ever obtain or maintain for 
i t s e l f any exclusive c o n t r o l over said ship-canal agree-
ing that neither w i l l ever erect or maintain any f o r t i f i -
cations commanding the same i n the v i c i n i t y thereof nor to 
occupy, f o r t i f y , or colonize, or assume, or exercise 
any dominion over Nicaragua, Costa Rico, the Mosquito 
Coast or any part of Central America." 
While i n t h i s the Monroe Doctrine i s not mentioned, 
the p r i n c i p l e of i t seemed to be applied very c l e a r l y so 
f a r as Centtal America was concerned. By the treaty^the 
United States agreed to be governed by the same conditions 
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she imposed on Europe, and England would be on an eq u a l i -
ty with the United States i n Central America. England 
claimed that by the treaty she did not give up any abso-
lute r i g h t over her own t e r r i t o r y i n Central America nor 
renounce her protectorate of the Mosquito. ,fBut Great 
B r i t a i n has nowhere i n the treaty of A p r i l I860 renounced 
nor ever had any intention to renounce the f u l l and abso-
lute r i g h t which she possesses over her own lawful t e r r i -
t o r i e s i n Central America(such as that designation was 
d i s t i n c t l y understood and declared by the negotiators of 
the treaty) the protection which she has for centuries 
past afforded and s t i l l affords to the Mosquito t e r r i t o r y / 7 
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The tr e a t y was hardly signed when Captain J o l l y , v i s i t i j q g 
the Bays Islands i n a war ship, c a l l e d a meeting of the 
Bay Islanders and declared them under the sovereignty of 
Great B r i t a i n . Injf52 a royal warrant was issued c o n s t i -
t u t i n g the islands a colony of Great B r i t a i n under the 
t i t l e of "The Colony of the Bay Islands", and again as-
serted her protectorate of the Mosquito Indians at the 
same time declaring that she adhered s t r i c t l y to the 
treaty of 1850. 
The En g l i s h statesmen^denied that they were protecting 
the Indians i n order that they might get t e r r i t o r y or an 
outlet to commerce, but that "she had no other interest in 
Mosquito than that i s derived from an honorable regard for 
her old connection with the Indian nation." But San Juan 
(Greytown) at the eastern terminus of the proposed 
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Nicaraguan Canal was not under the control of the Mosqui-
tos nor governed i n t h e i r i n t e r e s t s , "^he Mosquito Coast 
t e r r i t o r y began at Cape Cameron on the coast of what i s 
now Honduras and extended as f a r as 165 leagues south 
from Cape Grqcio a Deo". This would end 100 miles north 
of Greyttnm. * The Bay Islands which had "been given back 
to Spain were not a part of En g l i s h possessions i n Cen-
t r a l America but were needed to form a continuous t e r r i -
tory from B a l i z e to the mofcth of the Canal. B a l i z e , the 
Bay Islands, Mosquito Coast, and Greytwon would give to 
England a continuous A t r i p c o n t r o l l i n g the Eastern coast 
of Central America. These l a t / e r a c q u i s i t i o n s were a 
clea r i n f r a c t i o n pf the Monroe Doctrine as w e l l as of the 
Clayton-Bulwer Treaty. But Clarendon i n a l e t t e r to 
Buchanan May 2f ,*f54 said:"With regard to the Monroe 
Doctrine i t can only be viewed as a dictum of the d i s -
tinguished personage who delivered i t , but her majesty's 
governne nt cannot admit that doctrine as an i n t e r n a t i o n a l 
axiom which ought to regulate the conduct of European 
States." Or i n other words the Monroe Doctrine was to be 
considered a dead l e t t e r not worthy of consideration i n 
i n t e r n a t i o n a l disputes where England h e r s e l f was concerned. 
This was the lowest mark of influence ever reached by the 
Monroe Doctrine since i t s declaration. Under pressure 
from the United States the Crampton- Webster Treaty was 
negotiated i n '52 wherein England t a c i t l y renounced ± 
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the contested protectorate and surrendered to Nicaragua 
the Mosquito Coast over which the repu b l i c was t o hold a 
nominal sovereignty, but the t r e a t y f a i l e d of r a t i f i c a t i o n 
toy Nicaragua. In '56 the ClarendonfDallas Treaty was 
arranged f o r a r b i t r a t i n g the question, but the t r e a t y was 
opposed i n the United States . The correspondence of 
Mr. Buchanan then M i n i s t e r i n England to the Senate (Sen. 
ffloc. I & 2 Sess. 34th Cong.) throws considerable l i g h t 
upon t h i s controversy, "He(lord Clarendon) stated d i s -
t i n c t l y that t h i s t r e a t y was i n t h e i r opinion e n t i r e l y 
prospective i n i t s operations and did not require them 
to abandon any of t h e i r possessions i n Central America. 
At t h i s I (Buchanan) expressed my astonishment. IU fcegard 
to B a l i z e there was not the l e a s t appearance of y i e l d i n g 
on the part of h i s Lordship. He repudiated the idea 
with some warmth that any person could suppose they had 
surrendered t h i s settlement under the Clayton-Bulwer 
Treaty. When I pointed out the extent of the encroach-
ments which B r i t i s h s e t t l e r s had made bpyojid the tr e a t y 
l i m i t s h i s only answer was i n a tone of pleasantry that we 
ought not to complain of encroachments and instanced our 
a c q u i s i t i o n of Texas'' Both the United States and England 
had now placed themselves i n a p o s i t i o n from which they 
could not recede without l o s s of honor; and trouble 
seemed imminent when England found a way out of the d i f f i -
c u l t y by making t r e a t i e s d i r e c t l y with Nicaragua and 
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Honduras. To Honduras she agreed to give up unreservedly 
the Bay Islands and to Nicaragua she agreed to give the 
Mosquito Coast on c o n d i t i o n s — A d i s t r i c t was to he 
assigned the Indians under sovereignty of the republic,— 
the Indians were to enjoy the r i g h t of free government. 
Greytown was to be a free port with c e r t a i n p r i v i l e g e s 
of l o c a l s e l f government-England reserved the r i g h t to 
i n t e r f e r e i f the terms of ihe t r e a t y were not c a r r i e d out', 
which might be interpreted to mean that the t r e a t y 
could be considered broken angr/time England wished to 
strengthen h e r s e l f i n Central America. These t r e a t i e s 
s a t i s f i e d the demands of the United States and the trouble 
was considered s e t t l e d . England i n t h i s a f f a i r declined 
to recognize the Monroe Doctrine as forming a part of 
I n t e r n a t i o n a l Law and considered that she had as w e l l 
e s t a b l i s h e d claims i n Central America as had the United 
States, but by her t r e a t i e s with the separate states the 
issue was postponed f o r a time. 
The r e a l contest over the Monroe Doctrine between the 
United States and England was concerning the Venezuelan 
boundary question. In 1817-18 Veenezuela, along with 
the other Spanish American States, won her independence 
from the mother country and acquired the t e r r i t o r i a l 
r i g h t s h e l l by Spain before 1810, and England during the 
Napoleonic wars conquered the western portion of the 
Dutch possessions and acquired the Dutch t i t l e to t h i s 
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t e r r i t o r y . The boundaries of both countries were very 
i n d e f i n i t e . The l i n e between the t e r r i t o r i e s had never 
been agreed upon but had been i n dispute between the 
Dutch and Spain and again between England and Spain so 
that Venezuela i n h e r i t e d a disputed claim. Several 
attempts were madd by England and Venezuela to adjust the 
matter but each ended i n f a i l u r e . So long as.the regions 
of the disputed boundary remained uninhabited there was 
not much i n t e r e s t i n the settlement. But E n g l i s h subjects 
became more aggressive and crowded i n on the unoccupied 
land. England's demands became a l i t t l e l a r g e r with each 
attempt at settlement, because, as she s a i d , her subjects 
were s e t t l i n g the vast area of unoccupied land l y i n g 
between the two inhabited areas o f t h e i r respective 
c a p i t a l s . F i n a l l y gold was discovered near t h e i r southern 
boundary and E n g l i s h and American subje c t s furnished 
the c a p i t a l f o r the development of,the mines and demanded 
England's protection f o r t h e i r c a p i t a l . About the same 
time -*J%# E n g l i s h merchants recognized the value of the 
Orinoco r i v e r as a commercial high-way. The E n g l i s h 
government extended her boundaries so as to include the 
gold mines and the p r i n c i p a l o u t l e t of the great r i v e r . 
¥eneauela had repeatedly protested and had asked the 
intervention of the United States. Two notes were 
addressed by Venezuela to Great B r i t a i n demanding the 
evacuation of the whole t e r r i t o r y held by Great B r i t a i n 
from the mouth of the Orinoco r i v e r to the Pomeroon fiver, 
and adding that should t h i s not he done and should the 
evacuation not he accompanied "by the acceptance of a r b i -
t r a t i o n as the means of deciding the pending f r o n t i e r 
question diplomatic r e l a t i o n s would be broken o f f . These 
demands not having been complied with she f i n a l l y broke 
off 1 diplomatic r e l a t i o n s . The United States i n 1886, 
f87, »88, "90, '94, and 195 tendered i t s f r i e n d l y o f f i c e s 
f o r securing a r b i t r a t i o n only to have i t s o f f i c e s per-
s i s t e n t l y declined. The En g l i s h government refused to 
a r b i t r a t e on any l i n e East of the western-most settlement 
of her subjects, and Venezuela was unw i l l i n g to a r b i t r a t e 
on any l i n e so f a r west. 1 England's aggressions were 
directed toward securing the Orinoco, the great r i v e r 
system of Northern South America and also the r i c h mining 
d i s t r i c t of t e Yuruari. Each time the subject came up 
England offered to a r b i t r a t e on a l i n e farther west than 
the former one^but p e r s i s t e n t l y refused to offer the 
whole question f o r a r b i t r a t i o n . At the same time a 
statement went f o r t h from the throne as follows: "Now 
t h i s i s to inform those B r i t i s h and a l l others concerned, 
^nd they are hereby required to take notice, that her 
ma j e s t y ^ government cannot undertake to af f o r d protec-
ti o n to B r i t i s h subjects so employed i n those t r a c t s as 
aforesaid, and that a l l B r i t i s h subjects can only he 
recognized as a community of B r i t i s h adventurers acting 
on t h e i r own r e s p o p s i b i l i t y and at th e i r own p e r i l and xut 
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But i n s p i t e of t h i s her "boundaries were s t e a d i l y pushed 
westward t i l l her t e r r i t o r y included the gold f i e l d s and 
the South hank of the Orinoco r i v e r . 
In December ft 95 President Cleveland sent his message 
to Congress c a l l i n g attention to the f a c t that the B r i t -
ish government was encroaching on the t e r r i t o r y of 
Venezuela and had refused to a r b i t r a t e . He suggested that 
a commission be appointed to investigate the claims of 
each party and that the report of the commission would 
f u r n i s h a basis for the a c t i o n of the American government* 
Secretary Olney a short time before had sent a very strong 
l e t t e r of protest against the action of the English 
government to ^ofcd Salisbury c a l l i n g his attention to the 
f a c t that he had disregarded the Monroe Doctrine. Secre-
tary. Olney 1 s main propositions were that "American ques-
tions are f o r American decisions, and that ho European 
power has the right to i n t e r f e r e f o r c i b l y i n the a f f a i r s 
of the continent or to seek t e r r i t o r i a l extension at the 
expense of any e x i s t i n g American st a t e , that the United 
States owing to i t s superior s i z e and power i s the protec-
t o r and champion of a l l other American nations and that 
i t has the r i g h t and duty to intervene i n a l l t e r r i t o r i a l 
disputes i n the Western Hemisphere whether such disputes 
direct3.y a f f e c t i t s i n t e r e s t s nr not, and that permanent 
p o l i t i c a l union between a European and an American state 
i s unnatural and inexpedient? Lord Salisbury a f t e r 
getting the advice of the Law O f f i c e r s of the Crown 
/ 
20. 
/-replied: , fAs f a r as I am aware t h i s Doctrine has never been 
before advanced on behalf of the United States i n any 
written communication addressed to the government of 
another nation. 1 1 f,Mr. Clayton who was Secretary of State 
under President Taylor expressly stated lj|kt that adminis-
t r a t i o n had i n no way adopted i t , but during the period 
that has elapsed since the message of President Monroe was 
delivered i n 1823 the Doctrine has undergone a very 
notable development. The two propositions which in effect 
President Monroe l a i d down were: Tirst-That America was 
no longer to be looked upon as a f i e l d f or European colo-
n i z a t i o n , and Second-That Europe must not attempt to 
extend i t s p o l i t i c a l system to America or to control the 
p o l i t i c a l condition of any American community which had 
recently declared i t s independence^ In declaring that the 
United States would r e s i s t any such enterprise i f i t was 
contemplated, president Monroe adopted a po l i c y which 
received the entire sympathy of the English government of 
that date. 1 1 "The dangers which were apprehended by 
President Monroe have no r e l a t i o n to the state of things 
in which we l i v e at the present day. There i s no/ danger 
of any European State t r e a t i n g any part of the American 
continent as a f i t object f o r colonization."--—"The 
B r i t i s h Emp/ire and the Republic of Veneauela are neigh-
bors and have d i f f e r e d f o r some time i n the past and con-
tinue to d i f f e r as to the l i n e by which t h e i r dominions 
are separated. lib i s a controversy with which the United 
States have no apparent p r a c t i c a l concern. The di sputed 
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f r o n t i e r of Venezuela has nothing to do with any of fti e 
questions dealt with by President Monroe." 
In thus refusing to a r b i t r a t e as requested by the 
government of the United States and i n refusing to recog-
nize the authority of the United States i n South America^ 
the E n g l i s h sought to overthrow the power of the Monroe 
Doctrine as interpreted by the government under President 
Cleveland. While Lord Salisbury said that the E n g l i s h 
government accepted the Doctrine as stated by Mr. Monroe 
unreservedly, s t i l l that question raised by Mr. Canning 
concerning c o l o n i z a t i o n of America "by European powers 
seemed to be as d i f f i c u l t a one f o r Lord Salisbury to 
accept as f o r Mr. Canning. There might be a difference 
between a disputed boundary l i n e and the desire f o r colo-
n i z a t i o n , birt i n the case of Venezuela 1h e process of 
colo n i z a t i o n was the p r i n c i p a l cause of the boundary d i s -
pute as i t l e d to England's demands growing greater with 
each new advance of English settlements i n the gold re-
gion or along the coast. So to be consistent w i t h h i s own 
demands Lord Salisbury had to produce argument to show 
that the Monroe Doctrine was no longer i n force. 
^'"Whatever may be the authority of the doctrine l a i d 
down by President Monroe there i s nothing i n h i s language 
to show that he ever thot of claiming t h i s novel prerog-
ative f o r the United States? v i z . that the r e f u s a l on the 
part of Great B r i t a i n to accede to the demands of the 
United States f o r a r b i t r a t i o n would "greatly embarrass the 
future r e l a t i o n s between Great B r i t a i n and the United 
States • M 1~ ScJ<2y(-oui^ ^t^A^y Hr^^u^f 
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toward other nations." 
" I n t e r n a t i o n a l Law i s founded on the general consent 
of nations." Mr. Olney's p r i n c i p l e that "American ques-
tio n s are f o r American d e c i s i o n s " cannot be sustained by 
any reasoning drawn from the law of nations" "Such con-
tingency may equally happen i n the case of China or Japan 
and the r i g h t of interference i s not more extensive or 
more assured i n the one case than i n the other. The 
United States have a perfect r i g h t l i k e any other nation 
to interpose i n any controversy by-*which th e i r own i n t e r -
ests are a f f e c t e d , and they are the judge whether those 
i n t e r e s t s are touched and i n what measure they should be 
sustained." "They (The B r i t i s h Government) are not pre-
pared to admit that the i n t e r e s t s of the United States are 
n e c e s s a r i l y concerned i n every f r o n t i e r dispute which 
might a r i s e between any two of the states which possessv 
dominion i n the Western Hemisphere and s t i l l l e s s "can 
they accept the doctrine that the United States are en-
t i t l e d to c l a i m that the process of a r b i t r a t i o n s h a l l be 
applied to any demand f o r the surrender of t e r r i t o r y 
which one of those states may make against another." 
/"Mr. Bryce shows that the E n g l i s h did not appreciate 
the f e e l i n g i n America over the Monroe Doctrine as the 
subject had not been discussed i n England, and d i d not 
r e a l i z e what a united f r o n t would oppose them i n America. 
Salisbury's r e p l y to Olney would indicate the same thing. 
24. 
J-
H r . Stanley said:"What t r i k e s me, however, i s that we 
have not r i g h t l y apprehended what a force i n international 
d i s c u s s i o n the Monroe Doctrine from the American point of 
"view has bedome." Prom the r e p l y of Salisbury of one 
p a r t y and of Roseberry, the March before^ of the other, i t 
may be seen that both the E n g l i s h parties were of the/ 
same opinion. When the E n g l i s h people learned of that 
a t t i t u d e of the Americans, pressure was brought to bear 
on the government to make concessions to the demands of 
America. 
While the Venezuelan question was under discussion 
w i t h America, England was extending her borders in South 
A f r i c a against the Germans. She was hamng t e r r i t o r i a l 
t r o u b l e with France i n upper Egypt and had the everpre-
sent trouble w i t h Russia on the Indian f r o n t i e r so that 
w h i l e Lord S a l i s b u r y had repeatedly refused to a r b i t r a t e 
w i t h Venezuela he was influenced by these compliations to 
Ifoack down when the United States made her demands and he 
agreed to submit the question to a r b i t r a t i o n . I t was 
"better f o r England to submit t h i s question to a r b i t r a t i o n 
than to r i s k war when her t i t l e to so much of her t e r r i -
t o r y was not c e r t a i n l y f i x e d . The a r b i t r a t i o n committee 
was composed of two E n g l i s h , two American, and one 
Russian representative. While as a result of the a r b i t r a -
t i a i England got about a l l she had demanded a precident x 
was set recognizing the hegemony of the United States i n 
American a f f a i r s from which i t w i l l be very d i f f i c u l t f o r 
England to recede. 
hircuJr'?<* 
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Since 1896 England has very consistently followed 
out the concession made "by Lord Salisbury. In 1901 the 
Hay-Pa^lcefote Treaty was made to supercede the convention 
of 1850, and a l l claim on the part of Great B r i t a i n to a 
part i n the construction and ownership of the Canal was 
withdrawn. The Carribean Sea has come l a r g e l y under 
American c o n t r o l and the way from New Y o r l to San Fran-
cisco i s as n e c e s s a r i l y American as the high-way from the 
B r i t i s h I s l e s to India must be B r i t i s h , and England seems 
f i n a l l y to have become cognizant of t h i s condition. 
On one other occasion has the Monroe Doctrine been 
put to the t e s t — a g a i n i n Venezuela. Eor a long time 
Venezuela had neglected to pay her debts to Several of 
the European powers. The many revolutions and consequent 
changes of government taade i t appear that a settlement 
would never be made. In 1905 England and Germany, l a t e r 
j oined by I t a l y , a l l i e d themselves to force a settlement, 
and Germany i n c i d e n t a l l y wished with such backing to t e s t 
the Monroe Doctrine. Germany expected to land troops to 
insure payment of debt i n v i o l a t i o n of the Monroe Doctrine, 
but t h i s r i g h t was denied by the United States. President 
Roosevelt prevented the A l l i e s from holfiing t e r r i t o r y as 
a guarantee f o r settlement, and forced them diploma t i c a l -
l y to submit t h e i r questions to the Hague Court of 
A r b i t r a t i o n . England, never enthusiastic about holding 
t e r r i t o r y soon saw the l o g i c of t h e i r p o s i t i o n and with-
drew her war v e s s e l . Germany beaten at her own game was 
compelled to recognize the force of the Monroe Doctrine, 
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and withdrew somewhat l a t e r i n i l l humor. The contro-
versy was s e t t l e d i n j u s t the way the United States had 
suggested. 
I t i s evident that several English statesmen thot 
that England was as interested and should have as much 
authority i n American a f f a i r s as the United S t a t e s . T h e 
action of Great B r i t a i n has continually disproved the 
American protectorate. With Adams i n power she has es-
tablished the Republic of Uruguay, she has retained the 
Falkland Islands. President Jackson had refused to check 
her t e r r i t o r i a l aggressions tho Central America implored 
him to i n t e r f e r e . " In a s s i s t i n g Monroe i n his f i r s t 
d e c laration England had in mind to keep the continental 
powers out of South America, especially Prance from the 
East coast and Russia from the West. ̂ Adams thot Canning *s 
object was to obtain some public pledge from the govern-
ment of the United States ostensibly against the f o r c i b l e 
interference of the Holy A l l i a n c e between Spain and South 
America, but r e a l l y or e s p e c i a l l y against the ac q u i s i t i o n 
by the United States themselves of any part of the 
Spanish American possessions. The controversy i n the 
middle of the Century over Central America shows that Sag 
England wanted an equal voice with the United States. 
When Prance wanted to gain t e r r i t o r y and overturn the 
Mexican government England withdrew her aid,-not because 
of her respect f o r the Monroe Doctrine but beacuse she 
did not want Prance to get a foot-hold. 
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England, without requesting the cooperation or i n t e r -
vention of the United States, forced the B r a z i l i a n troops 
to evacuate Uruguay and declared that state an Independent 
Republic. In 1838 England and Erance undertook warlike 
operations against Mexico again without resistance or 
remonstrance from the United States, and a l i t t l e l a t e r on 
expelled the Argentines from Monte Video and j o i n t l y 
guaranteed the independence of Uruguay by a Treaty to 
which the United States has never been i n v i t e d to be-
come a party. One writer stated that i t i s not water but 
land that separates countri es and that England i s nearer 
Sotrtiiern South America than i s the United States, and i s 
more concerned i n the independence and good government of 
that region than i s the United States. But she preferred 
to give up South America to the p o l i t i c a l influence of 
the United States rather than to endanger the p o l i t i c a l 
ahd commercial influence of the other contested points 
to her continental r i v a l s , 
England has nothing to lose by the a p p l i c a t i o n of the 
Monroe Doctrine^except the p o s s i b i l i t y of acquiring t e r -
r i t o r y , while without the Monroe Doctrine, at some c r i t i -
c a l period Erance, Germany, or Russia might seize t e r r i -
tory i n that region and deprive her of her commerical 
supremacy^f not shut her e n t i r e l y out of the South 
American markets. As long as the Monroe Doctrine i s en-
forced B r i s t i s h possessions i n America are safe from 
seizure by any Continental power. As long as England 
i s i n danger of war with other powers she i s i n danger 
of l o s i n g her American possessions unless the Monroe 
Doctrine p r o t e c t s them. I t i s e s s e n t i a l to the best 
i n t e r e s t s of Great B r i t a i n t h a t she maintain a close, 
a l l d a n c e w i t h the United States and a r e c o g n i t i o n of the 
Monroe D o c t r i n e . Her a t t i t u d e toward the United States 
since 1896 i n d i c a t e s that England has recognized Uiat 
f a c t . 
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